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LEI1ER 


To a FRIEND, &«. 


—_ A - | —— 


SIR, 

Find a Poſtſcript to the newly pub- 
liſhed Defence of Dr. Sherlock's 
Notion of the Trinity in Unity, takes 
Notice of the Enquiry concerning the 

poſſibility of a Trinity iu the Godhead. "He 
that +vrices it ſeems ſomewhat out of 
Humour, or not in ſuch as it is decent to 
hope is more uſual with him: And I 
can't gueſs for what, unleſs thar one, 
whom he imagines a Diſſenter, hath adven- 
tured to caft his Eyes, that way that 
he did, his. But for that Imagination 


he may have &s little. ground, as 1 to 
A 2 think 
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think the Dean's Defender is the Dean : 
And as little as he had to ſay the En. $ 
quirer took great Care that no Man ſhould 
Juſpett that be favours the Dean in bis No: 
tions, where he 1s quite out in his gueſs; 
tor the Enquirer took no ſuch Care at 
all, but nakedly tro repreſent his own 
Seariine -nts as they were, whether they 
agrced with the Dean's, . or wherein 
they difler'd: And really cares not who 
v5. that he hath not (o little kind- 
nels cither for the truth or for him, as 
to abandon or decline what be thinks 
to be true for his fake, or ( as he ex- 
prels'd himlelt 'p. 29. of that Diſcourſe ) 
becauſe be ſaid it. 

But the Defender repreſents the Dean 
as much of another temper, and that he 
will thank him for not favouring bim m his 
Notions, But yet he ſays, that tho the 
Enquirer doth not in every particular ſay what 
the Dean ſays, yet be ſays what Will juſtifie 
Him, . againſt; — the Charge of Tritheiſm. 
And is there any hurt &o him in chart ? 


enct1 ; what 
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what a ſtrange. Man doth he make the 
Dean! as if he could not- be pleaſed 
unlels he alone did engrols Truth ! will 
he thank a Man for not favouring hi; 
Notions, and yet would blame him for 
not ſaying in every particular what he 
ſays, tho he lay what will juſtife him 
azainſt the heavieſt Charge fram'd againſt 
hun ! may one neither be allow'd to a- 
oree With him, nor dilagree ? 

But Sir, the Defender's Diſcourſe hath 
no deſign ( nor | believe he himlſei! ) 
to dilprove the Poſſibility of a Trinity 
in the ever bleſied God-head. There- 
fore the Enquirer is fafe from him as 
to the principal Dei1ga he is concerned 
for, it is all one to him if it ſtill av- 
pear. poſſible in what way: it be fo re- 
preſented, that is intelligible, eu 
with it elf, and with other truth; 
that it is hardly worth the while to fi 
further tro enquire whether the Dean's 
Hypotheſis or his; be 'better, if evher be 
found: unexceptionably, ſafe and 9099. 
A 3 Bur 
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But becauſe the Defender hath, to give 
preference to the one, miſrepreſented 
both- with ſome appearing diſadvantage 
to the Cauſe it {elt, what he lays ought 
to be conſidered. 

And the whole Matter will be re- 
duced to this twofold Enquiry 

1. Whether the Enquirer hath faid 
more than the Dean, or more than is 
defenſible, of the diſtinftion of the Sacred 
Three in the Godhead. 

2. Whether the Dean hath (aid fo 
much as the Enquirer, or ſo rauch as 
was requiſite of ther Union. 

1. For the former, the Defender, p. 
103. mentions the Dean's Notion of 
three Infinite Minds or Spirits : And makes 
the Enquirer to have been proving three 
Opirits, three diſtin} Eſſences, three indivi- 
dual Natures, in the Godhead ; and then 
adds — for my part, I cannot take where the 
difference is, unleſs it be in the term Infi- 
nite. "Tis indeed ſtrange the Enquirer 
{hou'd have ſaid mbre-'than the Dean, 

if 


if there were no difference, unleſs in the 
term Infinite, wherein he muſt have ſaid 
Infinitely leſs. | 

Bur he at length, apprehends another 
difference, tho' he after labours to make 
it none, Viz, that the Enquirer diſputes, 
but aſſerts nothing, and he fancies he doth 
ſo to ſhelter himſelf from the Animadverter, 
of whom he ſays be ſeems to be terribly 
afraid —— Here he puts the Dean intoa 
fit of kindneſs and good Nature, allowing 
the Enquirer to partake with him in his 
fears, tho' not in his Notions, as more 
ſacred. But he herein underſtands not 
the Enquirer, who it he had been (6 
terribly afraid, could very eaſily have 
ſaid nothing : And who was really a- 
fraid of a greater Animadverter, think- 
ing it too great boldnels, under his Eye, 
ro ſpeak confidently of his awn peculiari- 
ties, and that ly folded up in ſo venes 
rable darkneſs. He thought it enough, 
in oppoſition to the daring Perſon ( who- 
loever he was ) with whom he was 
| A 4 con- 


- . {1 


concern'd that lo peremptorily pro- | 
.nounc'd the Trinity an abſurdity, a contra- þ 


£2 


diftion, nonſenſe, and an impoſſibility, to re-Y tl 


-preſent whar he propoſed as poſſible for 
ought be knew, 

And now the Defender will have 
the Dean to have done no more. And 
with all my Heart let him have done 
no more, it he and his Animadverter, 
and .the reſt of the World will fo a- 
gree it.: But he will have the Enquirer 
to have done more, and ro be much 
more expoſed to the Charge of Tritheiſm, by 
aſſerting three diftintt Eſſences, three indi- 
vidual Natures, and three ſpiritual Bemgs in 
the Godhead, This is indeed very mar- 
vellous, :that the Enquirer ſhould ex- 
pole himfelt to the Charge of Trithe- 
iſm by aſſerting all this, when bur a few 
Lines before upon the ſame Page, he 
is ſaid to have aſſerted nothing ! Bur he 
may as well make the Enquirer in aſſert- 
ing nothmg to have aſſerted all this, as the 
Dean in aſſerting all this to have aſſerted 
nothing, | And 


V 
r 


{ 
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And where . the Enquirer bath ſaid in 


ra- | expreſs. wor ds that the Sacred Three -are 


three diſtines ſubſtances 1 can't find : And 
we mult in great part alter the com- 
mon - Notion of Subſtance to make ic 
afirmable of God at all, viz. that: it 
doth ſubſtare accidentibus, which | believe 
the Dean will no more than the En- 
quirer luppole the Divine Being: to ad- 
mir. Bur 'tis true, that there 1s ſome- 
what more conſiderable in the Notion 
of Subſtance, according whereto, if the 
Dean can make a ſhift to avoid the ha- 
ving, of any inconvenient thing proved 
upon him by conſequence, I hope the 
Enquirer may find a way to dlcape as 
well. 

But whereas he. lays the Dean _ 
but one Divine Eſſence, and one individual 
Nature in the Godhead repeated in three Per- 
ſons, but without multiplication, as he ſays 
he had alreidy explained it. This hath 
occaſion'd me ito look back to that ex» 
flenatiny and if he :thinks the allowing 
bur 


[S ] 


gree with what the Dean hath ſaid in 
his /imdication, 1 thalt not eavy him, 
nor- ( now ) go about to diſprove it, 
Bur 1 confels I ſee not how it can agree 
with what the Defender. ſays in this his 
explanation it ſelf, when p. 23. he tells us 
the Gon is the living ſubſiſtmg Image of 
the Father, and the Image and the Prototype 
tan not be the ſame but muſt be two, No 
man is his own Image, nor is an Image 
the Image of it ſelf. And he adds, this is 
{o ſelf evident, ec. But whereas the di- 
fthiftion all this while might be under- 
flood to be but modal, and that appears 
to be the Defenders preſent ( what ever 
was the Deans former ) meaning, that the 
thyee ſubſiſtences differ only in their dif- 
ferent manner of ſubſiſting, yer with 
this meaning his other words do little a- 
ptee, for he plainly aſſerts a real diſtinfti- 
dn 'of three in the ſame mdivadual numerical 
tate, And: who did tyer make 4 real 

_—_— 


but one Divine Eflence, and one indi. : 
vidual Nature. in the Godhead, will a. © 
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- | diſtinftion to be bur modal? More ex* 
- | preſly he had ſaid before p. 18. the 
| Divine Nature is one individual nature, but 
| not one ſingle nature, for one ſingle nature 


\ | can be bat one perſon whether m God of 


; Man. 
J Þ[ ſhall not here diſcuſs with him the 
(riticiſm upon which he lays fo: mighty 
ſtreſs of one mdividual nature and one ſin- 
gle nature, but take the terms he choo- 
ſes, and if the Divine Nature be nt 
one ſingle nature, it muſt be double, it 
muſt be triple. And what doth this 
come to leſs than three Natures? un- 
leſs all ordinary forms of ſpeech muſt 
be quite abandon'd and forlaken. And 
wherein -doth ir come ſhort of what is 
ſaid by the Enquirer? p. 50. and 51. 
« This term mdividual muſt ( ih the eaſe 
« now ſuppoſed, as poſſible not as certain) 
« admit of a twofold application either 
«to the: diſtin eſſence of the Father, 
« or of the Son, or of the Holy Ghoſt, 
© or to, the entire eſſence of the'Godhead)' 


*in 
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\ in which theſe three do concurr. Each 
& of thele conceived by it ſelf, are (accor- 
«ding to this ſuppolition ) individual 
« eflences, but conceived together they are the 
« entire individual eſſence of God, for there 
« is but one ſuch eſſence and no more, and 
«it can never be multiplied nor divided 
«into more of the ſame name and na- 
« ture ”, Duplicity, triplicity, are admitted ; 
fimplicity rejected, it ( {imple and fin- 
ple be of- the ſame ſignification. ) Where 
is the difference, but that the one thinks 
abſolute onmimodons ſimplicity is not ro be 
affirmed of the Divine Nature, as he of- 
ten ſpeaks. The other ſays downright, 
it is not ſangle or ſimple without limitation. 
The one denies multiplication of it, ſo 
dceth the. other : The one indeed ſpeaks 
poſitively, the other doth but ſuppoſe 
what he ſays as poſ/ible not certain. And 
there is indeed ſome'difference between 
ſuppoſing a thing as poſſible for ought 
one knows; and afhrming it ſo poſitive- 
ly, as to:hnplte Herefie, and Nonſenſe 

ro 


, 


%« 
, 
, 
+ 
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{ to all Gainſayers. Bur both bring for 


= 


roof, the ſame thing, The incarnation ; 
as in the Poſtſcript, the Defender takes 
notice the Enquirer doth. p. 102. And 


” fo doth he himſelf in his letter, p. 102. 


| — The Divine Nature was mcarnate in 


Chriſt, hz was perfect God and perfeft man, 
and if there was but ons ſingle Divine Nas 
ture in all three perſons, this one ſingle Dis 
vine Nature was incarnate, and therefore the 
Father and the Holy Ghoſt who are this ſin- 
gle Divine Nature as well as the Son, muſt be 
as much incarnate as the Son was. He 
makes the contrary abſurd. And brings 
in ( ily enough ) Viftorinus Afer teach- 
ing, that we ought not to ſay, nor is it lawful 
to ſay, that there is but one ſubſtance (1.e. 
as he paraphraſes ir, one ſingle ſubſeſting 
nature ( therefore there mult be three fin- 
ole ſubliſting natures ) and three perſons, 
For if this ſame ſubſtance did and ſuffer d all 
( Patri-paſſiani et nos ) we muſt be Patri- 
paſſians, which God forbid. 

And what the Defender alledges from 


the 
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the Arctents, againſt the Sabellians, allow- 


ing only a Trinity of 
Letter, p. - J i Names 


24, 25- : 
tw, 1n the concrete not in the 


abſtraft, tully enough ſpeaks the Enqui- 
rers ſenſe, his accounting the contrary 
too Fine and Metaphyſical for him was 
what was writ to Dr. Wallis, Calm Diſ- 


courſe, p. 107. too fine or roo little ſolid, 


GC. 

In ſhort, till ir can be effeQually 
prov'd, that Mind and Spirit do not ſig- 
nifie ſomewhat as abſolute as Nature or 
Eſſence ( or rather more than the former, 
which hgnifies the Principle of Operati- 
on as the other of Being,) And ill it can 
be as well prov'd, thart aſlerting a thing 
as certain, ſo as to pronounce it Here- 
fie and Nonſenſe to think otherwiſe, is 
leſs rhan only to propoſe it as poſlible, 
or enquire whether it be ſo or no, 
The Dean muſt be judgd by every 
one that underſtands comman lenſe, to 
have heightened the DiſtmAion of three 
Per- 


and his taking the 72m ny 


Pe 
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. Perſons at leaſt as much as the Engai- 
. Erer. And whether the _ have 
| E fappoſed more than is defenhble againſt 
the Defenders objeRtions, will be confi- 
dered by and by in its proper place. In 
the mean time let it 

2. Be examind whether the Dean 
has ſaid as much for ſalving the Uni- 
ty of the Godhead as the Enquirer, or as 
much as is requiſite to that purpoſe, And 
here our Buſineſs will be ſhort, for it all 
turns upon that one ſingle point, whe- 
ther mutual ( onſciouſne/s be that Union 
which muſt be acknowledged, or jup- 
poſe it only. For which we need only 
appeal to common Reaſon, whether Be-' 
ing do not in the natural Order precede 
even the Power of working, and conſe- 
quently whether being wnited vitally, pre- 
cede not the poſſibility of ating avreeably 
to that united ſtate, whereupon the En- 
quiry 1s not concerning atiual conſcience 
only, bur ( as he ſpeaks ) Conſciouſneſs, 
Is it pefible any three Perſons or Incel- 
ligent 
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ligent Subliſtences, ſhould naturally | 


bave vital Perception of each others in- | 


ternal Motions and Senſations, without 
being vitally preunited ? I ſay natarall, 
for that God might give to three created 
Spirits a temporary Perception of each other 
without bringing them into a ſtated ni- 
on each with other, is litcle ro be doubr- 
ed; as a Spirit may aſſume a Body and 
animate it fro tempor? without being ſub- 
ſtantially united with it. And it thar 
Body were allo a Spirit they might pro 
tempore for ought we know by extraor- 
dinary Divine Diſpoſition ( for within 
the ordinary courle of Nature we know 
of no ſuch intimacy of created Spirits to 
another ) be quaſi anime to one another. 
Bur if naturally they were ſo to mingle 
and transfule Senfations mutually into 
each other, they mult be naturally, firſt, 
in vital union with one another. Nor 
therefore did. the Enquirer miſtake the 


Dean's Notion .as the Defender fancies 


OT he 


- 
ww 
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he took mutual Conſciouſneſs for meer 
mutual Perlpection. For tho' ſcire ab- 
ſtractly raken doth not fignite more 
than perſpicere, yet the Enquirer in 
that paſſage ſpeaking of a never ſo pers 
fett mutual perſpettion properiy enough ex- 
preſs'd thereby as grear a feeling ſuch 
Spirits were ſuppoled to have of each 0- 
ther, in themſelves, as mutual conſciouſ- 
neſs is apt to ſignifie, or as the Dean can 
yet be ſuppoled to have meant, ch: 
peripetion being more perfect wh 
produces guſts and reliſhes ſuitable 
the Object, than that which nd tr 
meer ipecularion only. 

And upon the whole, ic ſeems ver: 
ſtrange the Detender ſhould ſay, if /uc 
an internal, vital ſenſation, be uot an eſſenti- 
al won, be believes no man can tell what it 
is. For how can fuch afual ſenſation be 
imagin'd to be union* As well might 
the uſe of ſenſe its ſelf ( ſpeaking of any 
thing lingly to which it belongs ) be 


ſaid to be its conſtituent form, or ( conſe- 
quently 
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quently ) the doing any thing that pro- 
ceeds from Reaſon, be the form of a 
Man. So the writiag a Book, ſhould le 
the Author, And whereas he lays it is 
certain the Dean took it to be ſo, and there- 
fore be did not leave out a natural external 
K1u0!:z it tollows, indeed, that he did 
not leave it out, in his Mind, and De- 
ſign, bur he nevertheleis letc ir out of 
his Book, and therefore jaid not enough 
tlere, to ſalve the unity of the Godhead, 
bur ought to have iniiſted upon lome- 
what prior to mutual conjcioujneſs, as con- 
ſRticuent of that witty, and which might 
make the three owe, and not meerly argue 
them to be lo. 

2. But now Pp. 105. he comes to find 
as great faulc with the Enquirers way 
of maintaining this umty, and becauſe he 
is relolv'd to diſlike it, it be can't find it 
faulty, ſets himlelf ro make it fo. 

The Temper of Mind wherewith he 
writes to this purpoſe what follows p. 
105. and onwards to the end ſo ſoon, 
and 


E971 
and ſo conſtantly ſhews it ſelf, that no 
I man whoſe mind is nor in the fame dil- 
order will upon Tryal apprehend any 
thing in it, but ſuch heat as dwells in 
darkneſs. And he himſelf hath given 
the Document which may be a meaſure 
ro any apprehenſive Reader. | 

True divine Wiſdom reſts not on o gs 
an ill natur d, and perverſe Spi- 

rit, | underſtand it, while the ill fit laſts. 
But 'tis ſtrange he could write thole 
words without any {elt-reflection. 

'The Thing to be reveng d i, that 
the Enquirer did freely ſpeak his 
Thoughts, wherein he judg'd the Deans 
Hypotheſis dete&tive, his not taking no- 
tice of what he reckon'd naturally antece- 
dent and fundamental ro mutual conſciouſ- 
neſs : A moſt intimate, natural, neceſſary, 
eternal union of the ſacred Three. It the 
Enquirer ſpake ſincerely, as he under- 
ſtood the matter; and him; and it evi- 
dently apppear the Defender did not lo, 
I only ſay the wrong'd perſon hath 

B 2 


much 
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much the advantage and wiſhes him no 0- 
ther harm, chan ſuch gentle Regrers, as are 
necellary to fet him righe with himſelf, 
and his higher Judge. 

He lays, be Fog Enquirer ) repreſents 
this ( Unity ) by the union of foul and body, 
and by the union of the divine and humane 
nature, &C. 

Tis true, he partly doth lo, bur 
more tully by the ( {ſuppoſed union of ) 
three created Spirits ( to which he that 
will may lee, he only makes that a low- 
er ſtep) and he lays, ( with reſpect el- 
pecially ro the former of thele ) © That 
« an uaion luppo! cable to be originally, 
« eternally, and by natural noceliiry in 
« the moſt perfect bemg, is to be thought 


oO 
. xa v1 more perfect than any 0- 


« ther. Burt ( he adds ) thele are per 
ſonal unions, and t'erefare cannot be the uni- 
ty of the Godbxad, And he very well 
knew (for he had but little before cited 
the paſlage ) that the Enquirer never 
intended them ſo, bur only to repreſent 
that 


_ 19 | 
that the union of the three in the Gol4- 
be.,d, could nor be reaſonably though 
leſs pol ſible. 

What he farther adds is much ftrang- 
er (and yer hercin I am reſoly'd to pur 
Charity towards him' to the utmoſt 
ſtretch, as he profeſles ro have done 
his underſtanding ) tor he lays — as far as 
he can poſſibly underſtand and that he ſhould 
be glad to be better informed, tho' there is 
ſome reaſon to apprehend that former 
diſplealure darkned his underſtanding, 
(and even dimn'd his Eye-{ight) which 
et I hope hath it's more lucid Interyals, 
and that his diſtemper is not a hxed ha- 
bit with him. ) And what is it now 
that he cannot poſſibly underſtand o- 
thervile ? that no other union will [atisfie 
him ( viz, the Enquirer ) but ſuch an u- 
on of three ſpiritsal Beings and individual 
natures as Ly their compoſition conſtitute the 
Godbead, as the compoſition of foul and bo- 
dy do the Man, i.e. He cannot underſtand 


but he means what he expreſly denies. 
B 3 Who 
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Who can help lo crois an underitand-J * 
ing? It he had not had his} 
very finger upon the placeſ 
where the Enquirer ſays inf} 
expreſs words | | peremptorily deny 
all compoſition in the Being of God | 
ER HR.) this had been more excuſa- 
py _ ble, ( belides much ſaid to 

the lame purpole elſewhere) 
It had been ingenuous 1n any man not to 
impure that to another, as bis meaning, 
which in the plaineſt terms he dita- 
vows, as none of his meaning : And it 
had been prudent in the Dean ( or his Defen- 
- der ) of all Mankind not to have done 
lo in the preſent caſe, as will further 
be ſeen in duc time. Bur he takes it 
for an Aﬀront, when he fancies a -man 
co come too near him. 

He adds, for this reaſon he diſputes ear- 
n:ſtly againſt the univerſal abſolute omnimo- 
dous ſumplicity of the divine Nature, and 
will not allow that Wiſdom, Power, and 
Goodneſs, are the ſame thing m, Gad, and 


diſtin» 


Calm Diſcourſe 
Þ. 34+ 
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diſtinguiſhed into different Conceptions by us, 
only through the weakneſs of our underſtands 
mgs, which cannot comprehend an infinite Be- 
ing in one thought, and therefore muſt, as well 
as we can, contemplate him by parts. 

[ know not what he means by ear- 
weſtly, the matter was weighty, and it is 
true, he was in writing about it in no 
dilpoſition to jeaſt. Bur it's ſaid be diſ- 
puted again/! the univerſal, abjolute, omni- 
modous ſimplicity of the Divine Nature. 1 
hope the Defender in this means hone'*lv, 
but he ſpeaks very improperly, tor it 
ſuppoſes him to think that the univer- 
ſal, abſolute, omnimodons 1 nplicity, ſo 
earneſtly dilputed againſt, did really be-+ 
long to the Divine Nature, but I can 
ſcarce believe him to think ſo, and there- 
fore he ſhould have ſaid, his diſpurati- 
on tended to prove it not to belong. 
If be ( viz. the Defender, or the Dean ) 
did really think it did, they, or be, muſt 
be very ſingular in that ſentiment. I 
would have them name me the man 


Bg that 
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that ever laid down and aflerted ſuch 
a poſition. Some I know have ſaid 
of that Sacred Being, that it is ſumme 
ſimplex, or more ſimple than any 
thing elie, but that imports not uni- 
verlal, ablolute, omnimodous {1mplicity, 
which is impoſſible to be a perfeCti- 
on, or therefore to belong to the Di- 
vine Nature. No man that ever ac- 
knowledged a Trinity of perlons even 
modally diſtinguiſhed, could ever pre- 
tend it, for ſuch ſimplicity excludes 
all modes, Nay, the Antitrmitarians them - 

{elves can never be for it, as the 
2 Colm Diſcourſe hath ſhewn. And if 
*the Deambe, he is gone into the remoteſt 
extream from whar he held ( and plain- 
ly enough ſeems ſtill ro hold ) that ever 
man of ſenſe did. 

But for what is added, that he will 
not allow that Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs, 
are the ſame thing n God : This is not 
fairly ſaid, Civility allows me not to 
ſay, untruly. There is no word in the 
place 
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place he cites, nor any where in that 
book, that ſignifies not allowing, 'tis in- 
timated we are not inſtrufted © by the 
« Scripture to conceive of the Divine Na- 
« ture, as, in every relpe&t, moſt abſo- 
« [utely ſimple, or that Power, Wiſdom, 
Goodneſs in the abſtra&, are the ſame 
thing, and that our difhculty is great to 
apprehend them really undiſtinguiſha- 
ble. And let me ſeriouſly ask himſelf, 
doth he in good earneſt think it is only 
through the weakneſs of our underſtand- 
ings that we diſtinguiſh the notions of 
the Divine Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs * 
certainly it were great weaknels of un- 
{tanding to define them alike. I be- 
lieve he never met with the writer yet 
that diſtinguiſht them lels, than ratwne 
ratiocinata, in contradiſtin&tion to ratocinan» 
te, which implies ſomewhat correſponding 
to our diſtinct notions of them ( emi- 

nently. and not formally ) in natura rei. 
And whereas he further ſays, This 
prepared his way to make Goodnefs, 
Wil- 
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Wiſdom, Power, — a natural! Trinity 
n Unity, herein the Defender is miſta- 
ken. "This is not the Triuty which the 
Enquirers diſcourſe was ever intended to 
terminate in, as he himlſelt hath exprel- 
ly (aid, aad the Defender takes notice 
of it, which makes me wonder how 
he could think it was ſo intended, cis 
ting the very pailage 7. 37. 
where the Enquirer © profel: 
«ſos, not to judge, that we are under 
« the preciie nocionz of Power, W:/dom 
« 1nd Good.eſs, ro conceive of the Father, 
« Son and Holy Ghoſt. But why then 
were thele three lo much diſcourſt of 
before > They are three moſt celebra- 
ted Divine Attributes, wherein we have 
our moſt immediate and very principal 
concern. And ſome have thought the 
Trinity was moſt firly to be conceived 
by them: The Enquirer did not think 
ſo; bur he thought fyſt, it would be 
requiſite to have our minds diſentangled 
from any apprehended neceſſity of conceiv- 


ing 
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ing them to be in all reſpeds the very 


ſame things, nor are they the very ſame, if 


| they be lo diſtinguiſh as is 


Calm. Diſc. 


expreſled in the 16th. of the |. 


ſummary propoſitions; where alſo 
they are each of them ſaid to be com- 
mon to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
whence therefore it is impoſſible they 
ſhou'd be thought to diſtinguiſh Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Bur that ſome 
diltin&tion being admitted even of them, 
this might facilirate to us our concepti- 
on of the greater diſtinction which muſt 
be, of Father, Son and Spirit, as is ex- 
preſs d p. 38. Indecd he did not think fir 
ro interrupt his diſcourſe by ſtaying to 
{hew reatons why he did not reſt in that 
account alone of the Trinity, tho' it 
might ſeem plauſible, or not abſurd, but 
proceeded further to what was more 
latisfying to himlel{, and might be fo to 
other men. And ( asthe intervening Series 
of his diſcourſe leads thereto ) this 1s more 
directly done p. 47. & 48. &c. eſpecially 
where 


[26] 
where he comes to {peak of the neceſſa- 
ry coexiſtence, and the ( as neceſſary and 
natural ) order of the Father, Son and 
Spirit, towards each other. The ſecond 
being, not by any intervening a&t of 
will, bur by neceſlary, eternal promanati- 
on, from the fhrit, and the third from 
them both. And the true reaſon why 
Power, Wiſdom and Goodneſs, were not 
thought expreſſive of the diſtinction of 
Father, Son ard Spirit, but common to 
each of them ( as is laid, Summary Prop, 
16.) was, tir rhe two latter can not 
but be wce{/asy emanations, molt conna- 
tural to ir Original \ 25 15 -ruely lugge- 
ſted by the D4/2der, p. 11 1. 

If you obj* ( asthe Defender brings 
in the Enquirer, laying ) That this gives us 
the notion of a compounded Deity, &c, This, 
i.e. the ſuppoſition, that abſolute omnimes 
dous ſimplicity, belongs not to i6, is the thing 
which may be thought to give us this 
notion. And he tells us, he (the En- 
quirer ) anſwers this difficulty, by giving us 
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| 4 new notion of a compoſutum. And 


EealaiLonn at. & 00 OO EST LI TTESS. 


what's that which he calls a new no- 
tion? that a compoſitm ſeems to imply a 
preexiſting component, that brings ſuch things 
together, and ſuppoſes ſuch and ſuch more ſim- 
ple things to have preexiſted apart, or ſepa- 
rate, and to be brought afterwards together inz 
to an uuted State. 

And indeed is this a new notion ? as 
new as the Creation ? Ler him ſhew 
me an Inſtance through the whole crea- 
red univerle of Beings ( And for the un- 
created Being the Defender ( now at this 
time ) diſputes againſt any compoſition 
there, and the Enquirer denies any ) firſt, 
where there hath been a compoſitum 
without a pre-exiſting component, or 
next the compounded parts whereof, if 
ſubſtantial did not in order of nature 
pre-exiſt lepazate ; 4. e. whether eſſe ſim- 
phiciter do not naturally precede eſſe tale, 
or which isaijl one, to our preſent pur- 
pole, whether they were not capable 
hereof it the Creator pleaſed : Let any 


man 
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man, [I lay, tell me where was there 
ever a compoſitum made by ſubſtantial 
union, that did not conſiſt of once ſe- 
parate or of ſeparable parts. 

Burt note his admirable tollowing ſup- 
polition, that is to ſay, that if a man, ſup- 
poſe, who conſiſts of body and ſoul, had been 
from eternity, without a maker, and his ſoul, 
and body had never ſubſi(ted a part, he could 
not have been ſaid to have been a compound- 
ed (reature? This is ſaid with defign 
molt groundlefly ( as we ſhall ſee ) to 
faſten an ablurd conlequence upon the 
Enquirer, and ſee how it lucks : Did 
ever any man undertake to reprove an 
ablurdiry with greater ablurdity ? a 
Creature without a Maker ! what fort 
of Creature muft this be! we have a 
pretty ſaying quoted in the Defender s 
Letter ; He that writes lies down ; and 
we are apt enough too, when we 
write to trip and fall down, and ought in 
luch Caſes tro be merciful ro one ano- 
ther, even tho he that falls ſhould be 

in 
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in no danger of hurting his fore-head, 
much more it he be. What was ano- 
| ther man's turn now, may be mine next. 


{ Bur let che {uppolition proceed, and 


; pur we Pei inſtead of Creature, which 
} no doubt was the Defender's meaning, 
for Creature he muſt needs know it 
1 could not be that had no Maker. And 
! whar then * why be ſhould not ( ſays be ) 
have been ſaid to be compounded, though be 
Would have had the ſame parts that be has 
now: We have here a felt-confounding 
{uppolition, which having done that 
frſt, can'thure him whom it was defign- 
ed to confonnd, being taken in ſealon. 
Grant one, and you grant a thouſand. 
A being made up of a foul and a body, 
is lo imperfect an entity, as could not 
be of ic feli. Nothag is of it ſelf which is 
not abſolutely perfet, It he mind to diſ- 
prove this, let him try his faculty when he 
pleales againſt it, and ( which I fincere- 
ly believe he never intends ) together 


with it, againſt all Religion. But be- 
ſlides 


[ 30 ] 


ſides, he hath deſtroy'd his own ſuppo- | 
fition himaſelt ( ro put us out of that dan- | 
ger ) by laying in plain words, p. 107, 
We have no Notion of an eternal and neceſſa- 
ry Exiſtence, but in an abſolutely perfe&t and 
infinite nature, Now lay I, what is fo 
perfect, and hath whatever belongs to it 
neceſlarily, though diſtinguiſhable things 
belong to it, hath no parts, for what are 
parts,but ſuch chings as can be parted ? ſuch 
things as never were parted, and never can 
be, ( as tis nonlence to talk of thole things 
being parted that are wited neceſſarily, and 
of themſelves ) are no parcs, if partiri, 
whence they are {o called, muſt not ( and 
herein he cannot fo fool the whole Chri- 
ſtian World as ro make it concur with 
him ) loſe its fignification to (ſerve a 
turn. Tho' the things be real, there par- 
tibility is not real. It any indeed will 
call them parts, beeaule they may be 
conceived or contemplated apart, as parts 
meerly conceptible are no prejudice to the 


perfeRion of the Divine Being, ſo are 
luch 


— 
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ſuch conceivable parts acknowledged by 
this Author himſelf in expreſs 

1s 3 
words; we cannot comprehend an os. 
infinite Being in one Thought, and 
therefore muſt as well as we can contemplate 
him by parts. God can as little ad- 
mit to be a part of any thing, as to have 
any thing a part of him. And yer tis 
no prejudice to the Dignity and Perfe- 
ction of his Being, ro conceive of him 
conjundaly with other things, as when 
we make him a part ( ſubje or predi- 
cate ) of a Propolition. All his diſpu- 
ration theretore againſt parts and compos 
ſition in the Deity, is againſt a figmeat, 
or no preſent adverſary. For my part I 


am of his mind, and I ſhould be obliged 


to thank him that this once he vouchlafes 
to let me be on his (1de, when he knows 
I am, if he did not take fo vaſt pains 
to make others not know it. How hard 
a thing is it for an angry man ( eſpeci- 
ally when he knows not why) to write 


with a ſincere Mind. 
C But 
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But hath he in all this fervent bluſt- 
er a preſent concern at this time for the 
Honour of the Divine Being ? ( as God 
forbid I ſhould think he never hath ) | 
what is that he ſuppoles injurious to it ? 
Is it the words, parts and compounds ? or is 
it the thmgs {uppoled to be united in the 
Divine Being ? The words he knows to 
be his own, and ler him diſpoſe of 
them more ineptly if he can tell how : 
parts that were never put together, ne- 
ver parted, nor ever ſhall be the one 
or other; 1. e. that never were or 
will be parts : And a compound of ſuch 
parts! But now for the things upon 
which he would obtrude thele words 
[ three Eſſences, natures, ( or if you pleale, 
Infinite minds or ſpirits ) ſignified by the 
Names of Father, Son and Holy Gboft, 
in eternal union, bur diſtin& in the Be- 
ing of God. ] Let us conſider his dil- 
putation againſt them united, or in us 
nion, according to its double aſpect : 
Firſt, pon the Fypotheſis or Snppoſti- 


On 
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on of 'them : Secondly, upon himſelf. 
Firſt, Conlider his Diſputation as le- 
vell'd againſt the Hypotheſis or {uppoſt- 
tion of ſuch diſtinct eſſences, narures, 
minds, (ſpirits, in neceſſary, eternal Union 
in the Divine Being, And one ot his 
arguments againſt ir, is in thole words of 
his One pripal argument agamſt it ( here 
pur cut Parts and "compoſi itzon which are 
his own, and we have no more to do 
with them) is, that God is eternal and 
unmade, and whatioever ( hath parts, ſaies 
he) hath ſuch eflences in it, muſt have 
a maker. And here ler him prove his 
conlequence, and his buſineſs is done, 
Viz, both ways, as will be teen by and 
by. Bur let him ſhew the inconliſten- 
cy between a things having ſuch di- 
{tinct eſſences naturally and neceilari- 
ly united in it, ( as the ſuppoſition to 
be argued againſt is, and betore ought 
to have been juſtly ſtared) and it's be- 
ing eternal and unmade. Bur how that 
1s to be eyinced I can not ſo much as 
C 2 ouels ; 
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gueſs; confident affirmation, againſt the 
moſt obvious Tenour of Gods own 
Word, is of little account, who ſhall 
aſcend into the heavens ? or fathom the 
depths? or can have that perſpection of 
God's incomprehenſible nature, as with- 
out ( and vitibly againſt) his own re- 
velation to be able, without great 
raſhneſs, tro pronounce fo concerning 
him ? But fo toyiſth an Argument as 
here follows, is worle than che Poſtti- 
on; 1.e. when one {hall ſay, that for 
ought we know there may be three diſt# 
Eſſences by aa eternal unmade union, united 
into one, in the Being of God ; any man 
ſhould ſay, and be ſo vain as to expect 
to be regarded, that becaule they are 
united by an ecernal and unmade uni- 
on, therefore they are not uniced by an 
eternal and unmade union ! If there be 
not a Contradiction in the terms to dil- 
prove a thing, by it ſelf, is to ſay no- 
thing, or is all one with proving a 


thing by it ſelf. He proceeds, to what 
hath 
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hath no thing in it like an Argument, 
but againſt his own Conceit of parts, and 
that very trifling too. There can be but 
one eternal nature in God : But if there t- 
three there muſt be three. This 'tis 
now come to, proving his Point by its 
ſel. Here he makes ſure work to 


have nothing deny d, bur then nothing 


bo, 
is prov d, no advance is made; if there 


be three, there muſt be three. Bur if 
there be three what ? eternal parts : 
There muſt be three different Natures, 
or Elſe they —— —— would be the 
ſame. ( What ? tho' diltint ? ) But 
this ſuppoles ſome body aid the firſt : 
And who? himſelf; therefore he is diſ- 
proving himlelf, If I had faid fo, 1 
would have deny 'd his conſequence, for 
there may be ſimilar parts : Whereas 
by different, he ſeems ro mean diſſimi- 
lar. He ſays not only diſtin, but diffe- 
rent natures, Now you have that won- 
derful thing talk'd of ſome times, but 


never brought to view before, a diſtin- 
C 3 & on 
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flion without a difference. Tis ſtrange 
how any things ſhould be diſtin&, and 
no way difteregt. What diſtinguiſhes 
them it they differ by nothing. This 
different, apply'd to this preſent Caſe, is 
his own word, coined to introduce a No- 
tion that is not ne:v to Chriſtians on- 
Iy, bur to all Man-kind, It by diffe- 
rent Natures he means ( as he ſeems) 
of a different kind, who thought of ſuch 
a difference? But I trow, things that 
differ in xumber, do as truly differ ( how- 
ever eſſentially cohzring ) tho' not fo 
widely. 

His next is, that though we have a nas 
tural notion of an eternal Being, we have no 
notion of three eternal Eſſences ( which a- 
gain ] put inſtead of his parts ) which 
neceſſarily coexiſt in an eternal union, 

Doth he mean we are to disbelieve 
every thing of God whereot we have 
not a natural Notion ? Then to whar 
purpoſe is a Divine Revelation ? Is this 
Notion of God pretended to be Natu- 
2 | | ral 2 
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ral ? *Tis enough, it ſuch a Notion be 
moſt favoured by his own Revelation, 
who beſt underſtands his own Nature, 
and there be no eyident natural Notion 
againſt ir. He forgot that he had ſaid, 
( Defence, p. 5. ) If every thing which we 
have no poſitive Idea of muſt be allow'd to 
contraditt (Reaſon, we ſhall find contradifti» 
ons enow ; adding, We muſt confeſs a great 
many things to be true, which we have no 
Idea of, &c. He adds, once more we have 
no notion of an eternal and neceſſary exiſts 
ence, but in an abſolutely perfett and infinite 
nature, but if there be (I here again leave 
out his three parts, becauſe I deſign to 
conſider if there be any thing of trength 
brought againſt what was pants poſſt» 
ble by the Enquirer, not againſt his fiftion, 
which I trouble not my ſelf any fur- 
ther with ) three ſpiritual Beings nets 
ther of them can be abſolutely perfeft and in» 
finite, ( I would rather have faid none, 
or no one, than neither, ſince the dil- 
courſe is of more than two, I thought 

C 4 the 
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the meaning of «ter and neuter had been 
agreed long ago, ) tho'. we could ſuppoſe 
ther union to make ſuch a perfe Being, 
becauſe they are not the ſame, and ( neither ) 
no one of them is the whole, — &c. 

This 1s the only thing that ever came 
under my notice among, the School-men, 
that hath any appearing ſtrengh in it, 
againſt the Hypotheſis which 1 have pro- 
poſed as poſſible for ought I knew. They 
generally diſpute againſt many ſorts of 
Compoſitions in the Being of God, 
which lam not concern'd in. That of 
Matter and Form, which is alien from this 
_ affair, of quantitative parts, which is- as 
alien. Of /ſubjeft and accident, which 
touches us nor. Of a&# and power, which 
doth it as little. Each ſubſiltent, being 
eternally in utmoſt actuality. And by 
ſundry forts and methods of argument, 
whereof only this can ſeem to fignify a- 
ny thing againſt the preſent ſuppoſition. 
And it wholly reſolves into the Noti- 
on of Infinity, about which I generally 


ſpoke 
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ſpoke my ſenſe in that firſt Let- Se cum 
ter to Dr. Wallis, And asl there —_ 
intimated how much eaſier it 
is to puzzle another upon that ſubje&t than 
to ſatisfy one ſelf, ſo 1 here ſay, that I 
doubt not to give any man as much trou- 
ble abour it in reſpect of quantitative extenſi» 
0n,as he can me, imthis. Ithink it demon- 
ſtrable that one Infinite can never be 
from another by voluntary produttion, that 
it cannot by neceſſary Emanation, I think 
not ſo. In the mean time when we are 
told fo plainly by the Divine Oracles, 
of a ſacred three, that are each of them 
God, and of ſome one whereof ſome 
things are ſpoken that are not nor can 
be of the others. I think it eaſter to count 
three than to determine of Infiniteneſs : And 
accordingly to form ones Belief. But 
of this more when we come to com- 
pare him with himſelf. And 
tor what he diſcourſes of the aſ- £7959 
pe this ſuppoſition hath upon 
the Trinity, and the Homo-ouſion, It 
| all 
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all proceeds ſtill upon his own fiftion of 
parts, and upon the invidious ſtraining of 
that ſimilitude of the union of ſoul and bo- 
dy, as he himſelf doth tantum no confels ; 
except that he leſſens ic by ſaying moſt 
untruly that he ( the Enquirer ) doth 
expreſly own the Conlequence. There- 
fore if he do not own the Conſequence, 
then the Defender confeſſes himlelf to 
have invidiouſly deviſed it ; and what is 
it 2 Thar if all three by this compoſiti- 
on are but one God, neither of them by 
himſelf is true and perfe&t God. The 
Divinity is like the Engliſh. But both 
his own. The Enquirer denies both an- 
tecedent ( which he knows) and conſe- 
quent too. Leave our by this compoſition, 
( his own figment ) and his argument 
as much diſproves any Trinity at all asit 
doth the preſent Hypotheſts. 

Buc wherein doth the Enquirer own 
it? becauſe ſuch a Similitude is uſed 
( as 'tis often in that dilcourle ) of the 
union between ſoul and body (__ 

elſe- 
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elſewhere to be unexpreflibly defeQtive) 
that therefore the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, are each of them by himlelf no 
more truly Lord or God, according, to 
the Athanaſtan Creed, or otherwile than 
in as improper a ſenſe, as the Body of 
a Man, excluding the Soul, is a Man, 
or an Humane Perlon. Or as if Deit 
were no more in one of the Perſons, 
than humanity in a Carkaſs ! who that 
looks upon all this with equal Eyes, 
but will rather choole as doubtful a no- 
tion, than ſo apparently ill a Spirit ! 
Are {:militudes ever wont to be alike 
throughout, to what they are brought 
to illuſtrate ? It mpht as well be ſaid, 
becaule he mentions with Approbation 
luch as illuſtrate the Doctrine of the 
Trinity by a Tree and its Branches, 
that, therefore, there we are to expect 
Leaves and Blofloms. Is it ſtrange the 
Created Univerle ſhould not afford us 
an exact Repreſentation of uncreated Be- 
ing ? How could he but think of = | 
0 
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To whom do ye liken me? At leaſt one 
would have thought he ſhould not have 
forgot what he had ſo lately ſaid him- 


ſelf. We muſt grant we have no perfeft Ex» 


ample of any ſuch union in nature, 


_ What Appetite in him is it, thar 
now ſeeks what Nature doth 

not afford? A very unnatural One, we 
may conclude, Twere trifling to re- 
at what was ſaid, and was ſo plain, 
before, that the union between Soul and 
Body was never brought to illuſtrate 
perſonal union but eſſential, The former 
is here imagin'd without prerence, there 
being no mention or occaſion for the 
the m— of Perſons jn the 

Calm Diſc. place he alltages. Butto make 
out his violent Conſequence he 
foiſts in a ſuppoſition, that never came 
into any man's Imagination bur a Socinians 
and his own. ( Which 1 lay, contradiſtin- 
guiſhing him to them, that the matter 
may (as it ought) appear the more 
— We ſtrange.) If God be a perſon, he = 
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be but one. Is God the appropriate 
? Name of a Perſon ? then indeed there 


_ | will be bur one perſon; bur who bere 


ſays ſo but himlelf? The name God is 
the name of che Eſſence, not the diſtin- 
ouiſhing name of a Perſon. Bur if three 
inrelligent Natures be united in one Deity, 
| each will bePerſons,and each will be God, 
and all will be one God ; not by parts, 0- 
ther than conceptible, undivided, and inſe- 
perable,as the Soul and Body of a Man are 
' not. Which ſufficiently conlerves the Chri- 
; Rtian Trinity from fuch furious and impo- 
| rent Attaques as theſe. And the Homo- 
ouſiotes is moſt entirely conſerved too. 
For what are three ſpiritual natures no 
more the ſame, than ( as he groſly 
{peaks ) the Soul and Body are? no 
more than an intelligent mind, and a. 
piece of Clay ? by what conſequence is 
this laid, from any thing in the Enqui« 
rers Hypotheſis? Whereas al- 
ſo he expreſly infiſts, chat che xm Pile 4. 
Father, as Fons Trinitatis, is firſt, 
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the Son of the Father, the Holy Ghoſt 
from both. Is not the water in the 
ſtreams, the ſame that was in the Foun- 
rain? and are not the ſeveral Attributes 
expreſly ſpoken of as common to 
Gs Dip theſe three ? Eſſential Power, Wiſ- 
| dem, Goodneſs, ( which are deny'd 
to be the preciſe notions of Father, Son, and 
Spirit ) ſaid by more than a mergupns, as 
that may be underſtood to ſignify, meer pres 
ſence, ( how intimate ſoever ) but by real, vital 
union, as much each one's as any one's ? and 
all other conceivable perfettions beſides ? 
Why were thele words read with 
Eyes refuſing their office, to let them 
into the Reader's mina? whence alſo 
how fabulous is the Talk of 
_ diy Powers begetting Wiſd om, GC. 
againſt whart is ſo plainly ſaid 
; CalmDiſc. Þ- * of the order of Priority and 
+ 4+ DE ng 
Poſteriority, &c. 
There had been ſome prudence ſeen in 
a IIthis condu&, if the Defender could have 


& 1ken effeftual care, that every thing 
ſhould 
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ſhould have been blotted out of all the 
Copies of that Dilcourſe, but what he 
would have thought fit to be permitted 
co the view of other Eyes than his own. 
For then, tho in ſo grols prxvarication 
he had not preſerved his Innocency, he 
might have fav in ſome degree bis Re- 
putation, Yet alſo he ſhould have taken 
{ome heed that Anger might not ſo have 
diſcoloured his Eye, as to make fo in- 
judicious a Choice what to confeſs and 
what to conceal. For had he not him- 
{elf blab'd, that it was ſaid, we are 
not under the preciſe notions of Power, Wiſ- 
dom and Goodneſs, to conceive of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. He might 
more planfibly have formed his odd 
Births, and father'd them where he doth. 
But wrath indulg d will ſhow its go- 
verning power. And all this fury and 
vengeance (upon the Enquirer,and the Dean 
r00) he reckon'd was due, only becauſe 
it was fo preſumptuoufly thought, that 
ſomewhat in his Fypotbeſis '('or which 

he 
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he defends ) might have been betters 
and that he ( probably ) ſees ic might» 
ſo much a greater thing ( in ſome ill 
fits ) is the gratifying a humour than the 
Chriſtian Cauſe ! 

2. But let us now ſee how all this 
turns upon himſelf. And how directly 
his ill-poliſht ( not to ſay envenom'd ) 
darts, miſting their deſigned Mark, ſtrike 
into that very Breaſt which he under- 
takes to defend. | 

Whereas there are two things, princi- 
pally to be deſigned in a Diſcourle of 
this ſubject. viz. 

1. The explaining the Unity of the 
Father, Son and Holy Gho/!, ſo as that tho' 
they are ſome way three, they may yer 
be concluded to be in Godhead but one. 

2. The evincing notwithſtanding that 
unity, the poſſibility of their lufficient di- 
ſtintion, to admit the diſtinct predicates 
that are ſeverally ſpoken of them in the 
Holy Scriptures. 
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The Enquirer's diſcourſe chiefly infilts 
upon theſe two things. 

1. That neceſſity of Exiſtence is the 
moſt fundamental Attribute of Deity. 
And that therefore the Father, as the 
Fountain, being neceſſarily of himſelf : The 
Son, neceſſarily of the Father : The Holy 


| Ghoſt, neceſſarily from them both, each can- 


not but be God, and the ſame, one God. 

( In reference to the former purpoſe.) 
2. That abſolute omnimodous ſumplicity, be- 
ing never aſſerted, in Scripture, of the 
divine Being, nor capable of being, 0- 
therwiſe, demonſtrated of it, and it be- 
ing impoſlible, eicher from Scripture, or 
rational evidence, accurately to aſſign the 
limits thereof, and determine what {1m- 
plicicy belongs to that ever-bleſſed Be- 
ing, and what not, If it be neceſlary 
ro our apprehending how ſuch diftin&t 
predicates and attributions may ſeverally 
belong, to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
that we conceive three -diſtinfÞ efſen- 
ces . neceſſarily, - coexiſting, in an eternal, 
D via, 
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vital, inſeperable union in the Divine 
Being. The thing, may be in it ſelf poſſi- 
ble for ought we know. (And this is pro- 
pounded to lerve the latter purpoſe ) 

The Defender of the Dean \eems to 
think otherwiſe of thele two things, viz; 
Of neceſſity of Exiſtence, common to 
the ſacred three, which will proveeach 
of them to: be God, and, belonging to 
them in the mentioned otder, as Father, 
Son, and Spirit, will prove them, necel(- 
larily, to- be: one God. 

And of what is ſaid of ſimplicity, 
which mighc-'admir their lufficient diſtin- 
E&ion ;- of both theſe, I ſay, he ſeems to 
thiak otherwiſe by negleCting' both, leſt 
that Diſcourſe ſhould be thought any 
way pertinent; or uletul to its end. And 
diſputes vehertiently. againſt the latter, 
How':ſtronghy: atid ſlceef full, he does it, 
in ſpect" of- the Truth of the Thing, we 
have. (een. -:. | 

Burt whether” weakly or ſtrongly, that his 
difputarion'.tends. ro wound the” Dean's 
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cauſe; all that it can, ſhall now be 
made appear. 

It is notorious the Dean hath aſlerted, 
{5 poſitively, three infinite Mmds or Spirits, 
that” che benign interpretation wherewith 
this Defender would falve the matter, 
( A new Vocabnlary being to be made 
for him on purpole, and the Reaſon of 
things quite alrer'd ) will ro any man 
of {enſe ſeem rather ludicrous, than 
ſufficient, without expreſs retractation. 
For which the Enquirer thinks he is up- 
on ſomewhar better Terms, than he; 
if there were occaſion for it, both by 
che Tenour of his whole Diſcourle, and 
by what he hath particular- | 
ly ſaid in the 28 S2#. Bur Calm Dip-73 
aftet the Interpretation offter'd, 
See. whether ſuch' things are not ſaid 0- 
ver * and over in the Defence, as make 
the Defender ( and the Dean if he 
ſpeak his ſenſe ) moſt obnoxious to the 
whole argumentation in the Poſtſcript. So 
as; if 's art this afted, ic was carried fo 
D 2 ; an- 
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untowardly, that it ſeem'd ro be quite 
forgotten what part it was, and all the 
Blows (for it was come now to offend- 
147 inſtead of Defending ) fall dire&ly up- 
cn him, whom the Actor had underta- 
ken to defend. 
It hath been noted already, that the 
Detender lays expreſly, the 
Pelence f. 36: Divide Nature is one mdividual 
ow nature, ( and fo ſays the Enquis 
Caim Dil. 7. rex) — but not one ſingle nature ; 
4d | ( then it muſt be double and 
triple, not 2bſolutely ſimple, as alſo the 
Enquirer lays ) to which he ( viz; the 
Defender ) adds, one ſingle nature can be 
but one perſon, whether m God or Man. 
| Now let any man judge whether all 
his Reaſonings are not moſt direRly ap- 
plicable againſt him, ( if they ſignity a- 
ny thing ) which are contained in his 
Poſtſcript, p. 106, 107, 108. &c. 
How furiouſly doth he ex- 
poſtſcrip] ?- agitate that ſaying, When you pre- 
:- MicateGodbead,or the Name of God, 
of 
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of any one of them, ( viz. Father, Son, or Ho». 
ly Ghoſt) you herem expreſs a true but in- 
adequate conception of God, &c. inſiſting 
that the whole wndivided Divine Nature 
(no doubt it is everlaſtingly undivided 
wherever it is ) ſubſiſts entirely, in three 
diſtinft Perſons : This the Enquirer ne- 
ver denyd, tho he charges ic upon 
him, that he makes no one of 
the Perſons to be true and per- Poſter 
feft God. But how well doth _ 
that agree with what he had himlſelt 
laid, (Defence, p. 26.) Tho' God be the 
moſt abſolute, compleat, independent Being, 
et neither the Son, nor the Holy Ghoſt, can 
be ſaid to be, an abſolute, compleat, indepen- 
dent God. He falſly charges it upon 
the Enquirer that he makes the Per- 
ſans ſeyerally not perfet# God, and he 
denies two of them to be compleat God. 
To ſay not perfe&, is criminal ( as in- 
deed it is ) to lay not compleat is inno- 
cent ! But his ſaying the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt are not compleat God ; How doth 
D 3 it 
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it conſiſt with what 1s ſaid, Poſtſcr. p. 
109. The ſame whole entire Divity di- 
ſtinfly and inſeparably [ubſaſts in the Per- 
ſon of the Son and of the Holy Ghoſt. What 
is wanting to make him compleat God, 
in whom the whole, entire Divinity ſub- 
i(ts ? No. wonder it he quarrel with 
all the World who. ſo little agrees with 
him, whoſe Detence he undertakes, or 
with bimſclf. In the mean time the En- 
quirer hath the leſs reaſon to complain, 
when he manifeſtly creats himſelf as ill 
as him. 

I only: add, that for his Diſcourſe 
concerning | the one Divinity, or one Di- 
vine Nature, ſubſ1ſling wholly and entirely, 
three times, ( whereas I had thought the 
three Perſons had ſubfiſted ar all times, 
and all at once) Defence p. 26, &c. And 
the Perſons of the Son and Holy Spirit, 
not being emanations, p. 28. Not the Son, 
becauſe he is the Father's Image © And 
an' Iniage 1s not an enanation, but a re- 
fleflion : (: But how-ſhould there be a 
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reflected Image without an emanati- 
on ? ) Nor the Holy Ghoſt being 43, 
not in the ſenſe of emanation, bur of the 
myſterious Proceſſion | I ſhall make no 
gueſſes about it ( for it concerns not the 
Enquirer ) only .I think it very ſecure a- 
gainſt the formidalle Objettion which he 
mentions p. 3 5. of it's being too intelligible. 

Upon the whole matter I ſee not 
what lervice it can do him, to put in- 
telligent perſon inſtead of mind. For I 
thought every Perſon had been intelli- 
gent. Boethius his definition which he 
alledges plainly implies ſo much, and 
one would think he muſt know that it 
is the uſual notion of Perſon tro underſtand 
by it ſuppoſutum rationale or intelligents. 
Therefore methinks he ſhould nor rec- 
kon it neceſſary to diſtinguiſh Perſons 
(as he doth by this addition of intelli- 
gent) into ſuch as are Perſons and ſuch 
as are no 'Per/ons. = 

Bur fince he expreſly ſates ( and I _ 
think for the moſt part.cruly}):thar-! i; 
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the three Perſons or ſubſiſtences, in the ever 
bleſſed Trinity are three real, ſubſtantial ſub- 
fiſtances, each of which hath entirely, all the 
Perfettions of the Divine Nature, Divine 
Wifdom, Power, and Goodneſs ; and there- 
fore each of them is eternal, Infinite mind, 
as diſtin} from each other as any other three 
Perſons; and this be believes, the Dean will 
no more recant, than he will renounce a Tri- 
nity ; for all the wit of man, can not find a 
medium, between a ſubſtantial Trinity, and 
a Trinity of names, or a Trinity of meer 
modes, Reſpefts and Relations in the ſame 
mele eſſence, which is no Trinity at all. As 
allo he had ſaid much to the ſame pur- 
pole before, that to talk of three ſubſiſten- 
ces in the abſtraft, without three that ſubſiſt, 
or of one ſingle nature which bath three ſub- 
ſiſtences, when it's impoſſible that in ſingu- 
larity there can be more than one ſubſiſtence, 
&c. I believe he will find no ſmall dit- 
ficulty ro name what it is, that 'With the 
peculiar Aiſtm& manner of ſubſiſtence makes 
a perſon ; not the Very fame common ' nas 
Tl 7k ture, 
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ture, for the Perſons can not be diſtin- 
guiſhed from each other by that which 
is common to them all, Therefore the 
Divine Nature which is common to the 
three, muſt according to bim comprehend 
three ſingle natures, and not be abſolutely 
ſimple. Hicher muſt be his reſorr ar laſt, 
after all his earneſt diſputation againſt 
it. And thele he will have to be parts, 
which becauſe they are undivided, im- 
partible, inſeparable, everlaftingly and 
neceſlarily united. I do reckon the En- 
quirer did with very ſufficient reaſon, and 
with juſt decency ( and doth till conti- 
nue very peremptorily to ) deny. 

And whereas he contends that the 
whole Divine nature is entirely in each ſub- 
ſiſtence, ( as he does again and again ) 
I think the term whole, improper, where 
there are no proper parts. And I doubt 
not, when he gives place to cooler 
thoughts, he will ſee cauſe to quality 
that aſſertion. For 1f he ſtrictly mean 
that every thing that belongs to the Godhead 

" is 
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is in each Perſon; I ſee not how he will 
fetch himſelf from the Socinian conſequence, 
that then each Perſon muſt haye a Tri- 
nicy ſubſiſting in it,, and be Father, Son, 
and H. Ghoſt. For I doubt not he will 
acknowledge that the entire Divinity in- 
cludes in. it: the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt. And therefore he muſt be be- 
holden to: an inadequate notion in this ve- 
ry caſe, when all is done, how much 
ſoever: he hath contended againſt it. 1 
do however think it ſafe and free from 
any other difficulty, than we unavoida- 
bly have, in conceiving Infuutes. To 
ſay that all perfection is in each ſubſi- 
ſtent ( which 1 like beter than ſubſiſtence, 
' as more expreſlive of the concrete) as far 
as their natural, neceſſary, eternal order, 
towards one another, as the firſt is the 
ountain or radix, the ſecond from that, and 
the third fram both, can poſſibly admit. 
All muſt be originally im the Father, with 
whom, the other two have that intimate, 
vital, etetnal union, that whar is in _ 
ene 
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the other communicate therein, in as full 
perfection as is inconceivable, and more 
than it is poſſible for us, or for any fi- 
nite mind to conceive. Therefore ſince 
that difference which only proceeds from 
that natural, eternal order, is conjefturable 
only, bur is really unknown, unreveal- 
ed and inſcrutable ; it is better, herein, 
ro confeſs the imperfection of that know- 
ledge which we have, than to boaſt 
that which we have not, or aſpire to 
that which we cannot have. 


————— 
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Theſe Books written by the Reve- 
. rend Mr. John Howe, are ſold 
by Tho. Parkhurſt at the Bible 
and T bree Crowns in Cheapfide. 


| bs HE Bleſſedneſs of the Righte- 
| ous: The: Vanity of this Mor- 
| ral Life. On P/al. 17. ver. 15. and Pſalm 
| 89.47: 
| _ 2. Of Thoughtfulneſs for the Mor- 
row. With an Appendix concerning the 
immoderate Defire of fore-knowing 
things to come. 

3- The Redeemer's Tears wept over 
loſt Souls, in a Treatiſe on Luke 19. 
41, 42. With an Appendix, wherein ſome- 
what is occaſionally diſcourſed concern- 
ing the Sin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, and 
how God is faid to Will the Salvation 
| of them that periſh. : 
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4. Of Charity in- reference to other 
Mens Sins; — - - Sp | 

5. Self-dedication diſcourſed in the An- 
niverfiry, \Thanſgiving:of a Perſon of Ho- 
nour for a great Deliverance, \.. | 
p '6. A Sermon directing what we are 
80 aſter 2 itict 'Eaquiry whether or 
no- we; taily-loye God: - 

7, A Funeral Sermon for that Faitch- 
fat.and: Laborious Servant-of Chriſt, Mr. 
Rebard :Fairclongh, ( who deceaſed July 4. 
r683.-in the 'Sixry Firſt year of his 
Age.) | 

8B A:rFuneral Sermon for Mrs. Eſther 
Sampſon, the late Wie of Henry Samy- 
Jan} Dri. of Phyſlick, who died Nov. 24. 
1689. | 

bag The Cardality of Religious Con- 
tentioh. | In: rwo- Sermons Preach'd at 
the Merchant's Lefture in Broadſtreet. 
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Books lately Printed for Tho- 
mas Parkhurſt. 


Spira's Deſpair revived. Being a Nar- 
ration of the Horror and Deſpair of 
ſome late Sinners under the Apprehenfions 
of Death and Judgment. Wherein are 
ſuch Unqueſtionable Examples pro- 
duc'd, and ſuch Matters laid down 
and proved, as may {top the Mouths 
of the Arheiſtical Scofters and Mockers. 
By Thomas James, Miniſter of the Go- 
{pel at Aſhford in Kent. 

The Confirming Work of Religion, 
and its. great things made plain by their 
primary Evidencesand Demonſtrations : 
Whereby..the mieaneft in the Church 
may ſoon be made able to render a ra: 
tional account of their Faith. | 

The preſent Aſpect vf our Times, - 
and of the Extraordinary Conjunction 
of 


of things therein; in a rational View 


and Proipect of the fame, as it 1eſpects 


che publick hazard and fatery of Brit 
tain- 10: this: Day. Thele two laſt by 
Rob. Fleming, Author. of the fulfilling of 
the Scriptures, and Miniſter at Rotter- 
dam. 

_ Englands Allarm: Being an account 
of Gods moſt conſiderable diſpenſations 
of Judgment and Mercy towards thele 
Kingdoms, for fourteen years laſt paſt ; 

and allo: of the ſeveral forts of Sins and 
Sinners therein: Eſpecially che Mur- 

murers againſt this Preſent Government. 
With an Earnelt call to ſpeedy Humili- 
ation and Reformation, and Supplicarion, 
as the chiei, means of proſpering their 
Majeſties, Councils and Preparations. De- 
dicated to the Kimg: and Qyeen. 

- A  Dilcqutſe concerning Old Age, 
tending to the Inftruction, Caution and 
Comfort of Aged Perſons. By Richard 
Steel, A..M. 
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